Beforethe
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20554
In the Matter of )
Request by Metrom Rail, LLC ) WT Docket No. 1842
for Waiver of Sections 15.519(a) and )
15.519(c) of the Commission’s Rules )
FURTHER REPLY COMMENTSOF METROM RAIL,LLC

Metrom Rail, LLC (“Metrom”) submits these furthexply comments in the above-
captioned proceedifgpecifically to respond to the comments filed e National Public
Safety Telecommunications Council (“NPST&#nd the joint comments submitted by NCTA —
The Internet and Television Association (“NCTA”)daAmerican Cable Association (“ACA?).

Because NPSTC and NCTA/ACA filed their commentsegdy comments after the comment

deadline, Metrom was unable to address the issussdrby these parties in its own replies.

Both pleadings acknowledge the benefits of positigan control systems and support
Metrom'’s goals to promote railway safety for paggea and personn€INPSTC, however,

expresses concerns about potential interferenpalitic safety operations in the 4940-4990

1 Office of Engineering and Technology Seeks Commentletrom Rail LLC Request for a
Waiver of Part 15 Ultrawideband Rules for a Posiflrain Control System, DA 18-973,
September 20, 2018RUblic Notice").

2 The National Public Safety Telecommunications @iltReply Comments, ET Docket No. 18-
284 (filed Nov. 6, 2018) (“NPSTC Reply Comments”).

3 NCTA — The Internet and Television Association @&mderican Cable Association Reply
Comments, ET Docket No. 18-284 (filed Nov. 6, 20¢8)CTA/ACA Reply Comments”).

4 NPSTC Reply Comments at 1; NCTA/ACA Reply Commeits.
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MHz band® NPSTC states that New York City (“NYC”) and thii€s of Los Angeles (“LA”)
and Long Beach in California have extensive 4.9 @Gpeerations. To address these concerns,
NPSTC asks that the following conditions be appdieduld the Commission decide to grant
Metrom its requested waiver: (1) Metrom must mamgarecord of the locations of its deployed
UWB devices; (2) deployments in Boston, MA; New K@&ity, NY; and Los Angeles, CA
include testing of potential interference; andN&trom maintain a stop buzzer contact that can

be called on to immediately cease operations shotddference be receivéd.

For the reasons stated previously, Metrom beliévassit is extremely unlikely that
public safety operations in the 4940-4990 MHz bawdild receive interference from the UWB
devices. Nonetheless, Metrom would agree to maiataecord of deployed UWB devices to
help assess whether any deployed units could bsotinee of any interference that public safety
operations may experience in the future. Furtlletrom has already agreed to provide a
contact point for discussing issues which mighéeam the future, and that such communications
would be compliant with the Part 15 UWB coordinatrequirement described in CFR Title 47
Part 15.523. Finally, Metrom has contacted NPSTC to addrsssancerns directly as well as
to determine locations that warrant particular Sogufor potential interference to 4.9 GHz

public safety operations. Taken together, Metr@liebes that these steps will address the three

> NPSTC Reply Comments at 1.
® NPSTC Reply Comments at 4-6.
" NPSTC Reply Comments at 7.

8 Metrom Reply Comments at 10 (listing a contaaghbne number (855.963.8726) and email
addressgervice@metrom-rail.com)




conditions suggested by NPSTC. Metrom is commitbedorking cooperatively to ensure that

public safety systems operating in the 4.9 GHz lmedorotected from Metrom’s operations.

In the other pleading, NCTA and ACA have raisedulnssantiated concerns about
potential interference to FSS earth stations ir8if@0-4200 MHz band and requested that the
Commission proceed to consider Metrom’s requestvinveronly after (1) Metrom submits a
detailed technical analysis demonstrating thatritgosed operations will not cause harmful
interference to Fixed-Satellite Service (“FSS”) @8l downlinks; and (2) the Commission

resolves its broader 3.7-4.2 GHz rule making prdceg’

As an initial matter, the Metrom Rail waiver requesuld have no effect on the ongoing
C-Band rulemaking proceeding. Use of the 3.272-% BHz band for positive train control
under Part 15 operational limits would not imping®n existing C-Band operations nor would
it have any effect on future terrestrial mobile @@ns. Part 15 unlicensed operations have no
“vested or recognizable right to continued usergf given frequency by virtue of prior
registration or certification of equipmett'and are “subject to the conditions that no harmful
interference is caused and that interference nausicbepted that may be caused by the operation
of an authorized radio statiof!” Finally, an “operator of a radio frequency deétall be
required to cease operating the device upon natifin by a Commission representative that the

device is causing harmful interferendé.’In short, Metrom’s UWB operations under Part 15

9 NCTA/ACA Reply Comments at 1-2 (emphasis added).
10 See 47 C.F.R. 815.5(a).
11 See 47 C.F.R. 815.5(b).
12 See 47 C.F.R. 815.5(c).



would have no cognizable right to interference @ctbn or be permitted to cause any
interference to current or future licensed autteatimsers of the C-Band. There is therefore no
reason to await action on the rulemaking proceedslyletrom’s operations would have no

bearing on the outcome of the Commission’s delifiamna.

Additionally, Metrom provided an in-depth respomséiviation Spectrum Resources,
Inc. (“ASRI”) on the transmitted power and signbacacteristics of the UWB signal (as ASRI
properly provided its interference concerns duthmgformal comment round of this
proceeding), which directly address NCTA and ACiterference concerr$. In summary, the
UWB transmitted average power level will be similaithat allowed for Class B unintentional
radiators and the RF energy will be directed althgrailway with the use of a directional
antenna, resulting in off-axis power levels which e below the currently allowed limits for
UWB handheld device. Moreover, UWB transmissions are not continuomsteiad, the radios
transmit extremely short duration packets at a mari rate of a several Hettz.The UWB
transmission time between the UWB transceiver stopped train and another fixed device on
the wayside will normally be less than 15 secowntis per hour. If the train is moving, the
transmissions from both devices will end when thetleaves the area. These transmission
times are only relevant for active trains (traingttare in motion that require positive train
control). The fixed infrastructure units locatddrg the railroad right-of-way will typically

transmit only in response to packets sent by atfao if a mobile device is not in the vicinity,

13 See Metrom Reply Comments.
14 Metrom Reply Comments at 5-6.
15 Metrom Reply Comments at 6.

16 Metrom Reply Comments at 6.



the fixed device will not be transmitting at aMetrom therefore believes that there is no need
for a detailed technical analysis on potential Hatrinterference because the interference posed

by the proposed system can be readily calculatédre@nenergy in question is minimal.

Grant of Metrom’s request will serve the publicelr@st by improving public safety
through an accurate and cost-effective systemaligprotect metropolitan rail riders and
workers without any adverse effects on licensedtspe users. Metrom has provided
additional details and acceded to conditions ot@iwer grant to address the interference
concerns raised in the reply round by NPSTC and NBTA. Metrom urges the Commission

to expeditiously review and approve this request.

Respectfully Submitted,

/sRichard Carlson &.

Chief Operating Officer
Metrom Rail, LLC
1125 Mitchell Court
Crystal Lake, IL 60014

December 3, 2018



